THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


June 11.2019 


The Honorable Henry Kemer 
United States OlBee of Special Counsel 
1730 M Street, NW, Suite 218 
Washington, DC 20036 


Dear Special Counsel Kemer: 

1 write to submit an initial response to the draft Office of Special Counsel Report 
concerning Assistant to the President and Counselor to the President Kellyanne Conway, OSC File 
Nos. HA-19-0631 & HA-19-3395, dated May 30, 2019 (“Repoif’). OSC’s diafl Report Is based 
on multiple fundamental legal and factual errors, makes imfalr and unsupported claims against a 
close adviser to the President, is the product of a blatantly unfair process that ignored statutory 
notice requirements, and has been influenced by various inappropriate considerations. As a result, 
the cunent Report would serve only to undermine public confidence in OSC and its procedures. 
At 5:00 pm on May 29, 2019, OSC provided the White House with a 17-page report raising 
numerous unsubstantiated allegations spanning many months, many of which had never been 
raised by OSC through the appropriate procedure. OSC then demanded a response by 9:00 a.m. 
the following morning. As you later acknowledged, OSC’s actions were prompted by your desire 
to respond to press questions concerning a media report that day about comments that Ms. Conway 
had allegedly made and by the purported personal “offense” that you took to those comment— 
even though you made no effort to investigate before rushing to judgment. OSC’s patently 
unreasonable demand for an overnight response, standing alone, shows that the Report was the 
product of a fatally flawed process. 

Indeed, the Report is based on niunerous grave legal, factual, and procedural errors. First, 
even assuming that the Hatch Act applies to the most senior advisers to the President in the White 
House, OSC has violated its statutory obligation to provide Ms. Conway a reasonable opportunity 
to respond, violated Ms. Conway’s due process rights, and abused its discretion by issuing a Report 
tainted by inappropriate external influences. Second, OSC’s overbroad and unsupported 
interpretation of the Hatch Act risks violating Ms. Conway’s First Amendment rights and chills 
the free speech of all government employees. In fact, OSC has no legal authority to promulgate 
guidance on social media use that it treats effectively as binding rules In order to enforce its 
overbroad interpretation of the Act, Third, contrary to your letter, Ms. Conway’s Twitter account 
and her media appearances do not violate even the standards used by OSC itself. Worst of all, 
OSC’s “call" upon the President “to remove Ms. Conway from her federal position immediately” 
is as outrageous as it Is unprecedented. OSC’s overreaching recommendation is wholly 
unsupported by any statute or the Constitution. Additionally, it appears that OSC has not been 
applying its vague standai'ds evenhandedly across Democratic and Republican administrations. 
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The White House takes seriously the principles codified in the Hatch Act and has continued 
to take affirmative steps to ensure compliance. At the same time, the White House must ensure 
that OSC exercises its significant authority in an appropriate and neutral manner. We also have a 
duty to safeguard the fundamental constitutional rights of not only White House employees, but 
all employees within the Executive Branch. Based on the numerous errors in the Report and the 
flawed process under which it w'as issued, we ask that you withdraw and retract the Report and 
continue the dialogue with this office that should have taken place and that could have avoided 
many of the errors In the cuirent draft. 

If you choose not to withdraw the Report, we will need additional information to prepare 
our full response. W'e ask that you provide this information, detailed below, by June 21,2019. At 
a minimum, in fjaimess to Ms. Conw'ay, release of the draft Report should wail until we have had 
the opportunity to provide a final response and OSC has had an opporoinity to fully consider that 
response. You have assured us several times that you will review our response and incorporate it, 
provide whatever additional process is necessary, meet with us to discuss these matters, and refrain 
from a further rush to judgment. 

Please contact us after you have reviewed this letter to discuss next steps, including whether 
you will withdraw the Report and, if not, when you will provide the information we request. 1 also 
ask that we meet as soon as possible and no later than June 26, 2019, to discuss the concerns raised 
in this letter. 

I. OSC*s Investigation And Conclusioiis Are Tainted Bv Lack of Due Process 

and Inappropriate Exteriifll Influence. 

The lack of due process that OSC provided in preparing this Report indicates a complete 
disregard for the fundamental rights of individuals serving in the Executive Branch and raises 
serious concerns regarding OSC’s current investigatory praetiees. On May 29, 2019, at 5:03 pm, 
Ms. Ana Galindo-Marrone, Chief of the OSC Hatch Act Unit, sent the Report to the White House’s 
Designated Ethics Official. After providing the Report, Ms. Galindo-Marrone requested any 
comments by 9:00 am the following morning (May 30), providing less than 16 hours overnight to 
respond to a 17-pagc report containing over a dozen allegations, spanning across more than 8 
months. OSC had never before infoimcd the White House or Ms. Conway that it was investigating 
many of the spccitlc allegations in the Report. Moreover, when the White House first received the 
Report on May 29, OSC had already post-dated the Report to May 30,2019—the date by w'hich 
OSC had requested comments fiom the White House—indicating that OSC had no actual interest 
in conducting further investigation or analysis, regardless of any comments received from the 
White House or Ms. Conw'ay. OSC’s patently unreasonable demand for an overnight response to 
a report that had been months in the making foiled to provide basic due process and also conflicted 
with the express statutory command that OSC is generally required to provide employees “a 
reasonable time to answer orally and In writing.” 5 U.S.C. § 1215(a)(2)(A); see a/so Schrader v. 
Ctfy of Aferiv York, 371 U.S, 208, 211 (1962) {describing “notice” as "[ajn clementaiy and 
fundamental requirement of due process”). 
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ITie White House had been actively engaging with OSC in a productive dialogue when 
OSC unilateral!without notice, tenminated those discussions by sending the Report to the White 
House, making the draconian and patently ridiculous recommendation that the President remove 
one of his closest advisers. OSC’s position appears to be that this unilateral termination was 
justifiable because OSC had provided notice of each allegation contained in the Report. This is 
false. Not only did OSC fail to provide notice of each allegation, it also abruptly terminated, 
without explanation, a good faith dialogue with our olfice. 

Officials &om this office met with officials from your office on March 19 and then again 
on Maieh 28, 2019. During these meetings, your issues relating to Ms. Conway focused on her 
use of Twitter, and we responded at the time by raising our legal and factual objections to your 
initial concerns. Your April 9, 2019 letter In response failed adequately to address our primary 
legal objection that OSC has no authority to issue any regulation or binding guidance relating to 
social media use. See Letter fiom Ana Galindo-MaiTonc, Chief of Hatch Act Unit, to Michael M. 
Puipura, Deputy Counsel to the President (April 9,2019) (discussing only OSC’s authority to issue 
‘"advisory opinions”). Merely stating that OSC issued its social media guidance “[pjursuant to our 
statutory authority”—without citing any statutory provision—is not a meaningful response. Id at 
1. As to her media appearances, although you raised questions about some of Ms. Conway’s 
television appearances generally, you did not provide precise information about the specific media 
appearances addressed in the dmfl Report and stated that OSC had not received any formal 
complaints about media appearances. Notably, OSC’s April 9 letter makes no mention of any 
media appearances by Ms. Conway. Id. 

Faced with the stubborn truth that OSC tailed to provide notice as to each allegation in the 
Report, OSC appears to suggest that, because it had previously contacted Ms. Conway and opined 
on potential liateh Act violations in other contexts, she has been put on notice as to any and all 
allegations of Hatch Act violations that might arise. Of course, due process demands far more. If 
OSC received a formal complaint about each of the allegations in the Report, then the appropriate 
next step would have been to notify White House ethics officials, with whom OSC works on a 
regular basis, as well as Ms. Conway, regarding the fiill scope of these complaints in order to 
continue our ongoing dialogue. Rather than seeking a productive dialogue with the aim of 
achieving a resolution, however, OSC sent the poslndated Report, asking for comment overnight, 
with the clear implication that it was not genuinely interested In receiving or considering any 
response. This is certainly not due process and it is not a fair opportunity to respond. 

OSC’s hasty decision to tlnallze and send this Report is particularly troubling because, by 
OSC’s own admission, it was prompted by inappropriate external Influences that should have no 
bearing on the work of “an independent federal investigative and prosecutorial agency.” Office of 
Special Counsel, “%liat We Do.” available at httpsr//osc.gov/Pages/l^Ti.atWcDo.aspx. OSC 


acknowledges that its practice in the past has been to provide notiee eonceming spccifie allegations 
and to engage in discussions to reconcile differences in oui interpretation of the law and application 
of the law to the facts. Here, by contrast, OSC has acknowledged that its decision to msh the 
Report out the door without the usual process was a reaction to a media report on the morning of 
May 29 regarding a passing comment by Ms. Conway^—a conriment that is not itself alleged to be 
a Hatch Act violation. Alter admitting that OSC relied solely on the media report to assess Ms, 
Conway’s comment, you specifically said that the Office had to act quickly because it had been 
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receiving press inquiries and had to be mindfiil of interest from politicians outside of the Office, 
lliis is deeply troubling. As an independent federal agency, OSC has a duty both to remain 
impartial and to maintain both the appearance and the reality of remaining impervious to external 
political and media influence. D.C. Fed'» of Civic Assn's v. Voipe, 459 F.2d 1231, 1246 (D.C. 
Cir. 1971) (reversing a decision of the Secretary of Transportation upon finding “extraneous 
pressure intruded into the calculus of considemtions on which the Secretary's decision was based”); 
ATX Inc. V. US. Dep'tofTmnsp., 41 P.3d 1522, 1528 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (“We are concemeri when 
congiessional influence shapes the agency’s deteimination of the merits.”); Aera Energy LLC v. 
Salazar^ 642 F.3d 212, 220 (D.C. Cir. 2011) (“[P]olitical pressure invalidates agency action only 
when it shapes, in whole or in part, the judgment of the ultimate agency decisionmaker ”). 

The most alarming fact is that personal pique appears to have influenced the outcome of 
this investigation, including the decision to make the extraordinary recommendation that the 
Pres ident remove one of hi s closest advisors. The first paragraph of the Report focu ses exclusively 
on Ms. Conw'ay’s comment as reported earlier on the morning of May 29 and bases the decision 
to recommend termination on that comment. After OSC sent the Report to the White House, 
representatives of this office spoke with you on the phone regarding your unreasonable request to 
receive a response overnight. While explaining why OSC needed a response overnight, you 
explained that, not only did you feel a strong external pressure to release the Report, but that you 
also personally “took great offense” to Ms. Conway’s comment and repeatedly complained about 
the level of “disrespect” towards OSC that you perceived in that comment. OSC again made no 
effort to reach out to the White House to verify Ms. Conway’s reported comment or seek any 
clarifying or contextual information from Ms. Conway before sending the Report, Setting aside 
the reality that Ms. Conway’s comment was taken out of context, the fact that personal bias and 
the desire to respond to a media article apparently prompted the decision to release the Report 
seven hours later eviscerates the credibility of the Report, including its conclusions and 
unprecedented and unwarranted recommendation. 

n, OSC*s Overbroad and Unsupported Interpretation of the Hatch Act Likely 

Violates First Ameadment Rights, 


A, Statutory text and implementing regulations are binding. 




The text of the Hatch Act makes clear that any limitation on a federal government 
employee’s political speech should be narrowly construed and based on express prohibitions. The 
Hatch Act begins by declaring: “Jt is the policy of the Congress that employees should be 
encouraged to exercise fully, lieelyj and without fear ofpenalty or reprisal, and to the extent not 
expressly prohibited by law, their right to participate or to refrain from participating in the political 
processes of the Nation.” 5 U.S.C. § 7321 (emphasis added). The Act also makes clear that “[ajn 
employee retains the right... to express his opinion on political subjects and candidates.” 5 U.S.C. 
§ 7323(c). Consistent with the text of the statute, the Supreme Court has explained that “the Hatch 
Act aimed to protect employees’ rights, notably their right to lice expression, rather than to restrict 
those rights.” United States v. Nat 7 Treasury Employees Union, 513 U.S. 454,471 (1995). 

Accordingly, the Hatch Act’s prohibitions are limited. The Act prohibits, among other 
things, a federal employee from using “his official authority or influence for the purpose of 
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interfering with or affecting the result of an election.” 5 U.S.C. § 7323(a). Further, the Act 
prohibits an employee from engaging in “political activity” under specific circumstances. 5 U.S.C. 
§ 7324(a). “Political activity,” as defined by regulation, is “an activity directed tow'ard the success 
or failure of a political party, candidate for partisan political office, or partisan political group.” 5 
C.h.R. § 734.101. Neither the statute nor any implementing regulations specifically addresses 
many of the allegations at issue here. 

B. OSC’s guidance was issued without statutory authority and cannot be 
treated as binding. 

In the absence of specific guidance on social media accounts in the statute or implementing 
regulations, OSC has attempted to unilaterally impose its overbroad social media guidance as 
binding authority. The Hatch Act docs not specifically address activities on social media. Nor has 
the Office of Personnel Management (“OPM”)—the entity with the authority to Issue “regulations 
describing the political activities which arc permitted and prohibited under the Hatch Act”— 
specifically addressed social media use in Its regulations. See 5 C.F.R. § 734,102. In the absence 
of statutory or regulatory language, OSC issued its own purported “rules” governing social media 
use in February 2018. See Office of Special Counsel, “Hatch Act Guidance on Social Media" 
(Feb. 2018) (containing nineteen separate “rules” that limit employees’ social media use).’ 

OSC has no authority to issue binding rules that effectively function as Hatch Act 
regulations, particulaily when those rules significantly restrict employees’ First Amendment 
rights. On March 28, 2019, the White House raised its concern about OSC’s lack of authority to 
promulgate such rules as well as the lack of transparency as to how it created these rules. None of 
the rules outlined b the social media guidance w'as subject to public notice and comment under 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 5 U.S.C. § 553. Instead, it appears that these rules w'crc subject 


only to an internal process within OSC involving OSC’s own employees. 

OSC acknowledged in its April 9, 2019, letter that it “has authority to issue advisory 
opinions,” but did not address the distinction between issuing advisory opinions concerning the 
applicability of 5 C.F.R. part 734 to particular facts (as OSC is authorized to do in 5 C.F.R. 

§ 734.102(a)) and issuing “regulations describing the political activities w'hich arc pemiittcd and 
prohibited under the Hatch Act," which is the proper purview of 0PM, as clearly stated in 5 C.F.R. 
§ 734.102(c). OSC’s effort to promulgate so-called “rules" concerning social media CKCceds 
OSC’s statutory aiithority and improperly usurped the authority of OPM.^ 

Ihis issue w'as addressed by the Department of Justice’s Office of Legal Counsel (“OLC") 
in a February 2,1994 opinion for OSC’s Deputy Special Counsel. Auihonty Jor Issuing Hatch Act 
Regulatiofis, 18 Op. O.L.C. 1 (1994). In that opinion, OLC examined whether OSC or 0PM had 
the authority to promulgate regulations delimiting the scope of impermissible political activities 
under the Hatch Act Reform Amendments of 1993. After a review' of precedent, the statutes 
outlining the responsibilities of 0PM and OSC under the Hatch Act, and the text and legislative 


* Aval tabic at httpa.://osc.giJv/Rjesources/HA%20Social%20Media%20FINAL%2[)r,pdf. 

^ OSC ia empowered by statute to investigate Hatch Act vioklions. 5 U.S.C. g 1216(a). OSC may issue advisory 
opinions concerning the applicability of 5 C.F.R. part 735 puisuant to 5 U.S.C § 1212(1) and 5 C.F.R. § 734.102(a]. 
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history of the Hatch Act Amendments, OLC concluded that OPM, not OSC, possessed die 
authority to promulgate regulations explicating the Hatch Act as amended. OLC determined that 
the division of Hatch Act authority bctw'ccn OPM and OSC “flows from clear statutory 
pronouncements” and “[t]he legislative history of the Hatch Act Amendments fortifies the 
conclusion that Congress approved of OPM’s traditional obligation to issue Hatch Act 
regulations.” Td at 3, 5. OLC ftiilher concluded that Congress clearly rejected the idea that OSC 
has rule-making authority. Id at 5. Remarkably, even an OLC opinion clearly explaining that 
OSC lacks authority to issue additional rules beyond die statute and OPM regulations has not 
stopped OSC from attempting to impose its own set of “rules," w'ithout authority or a transparent 
process, to the detriment of Executive Branch employees’ constitutional rights. 

C. OSC’s guidance is overbroad and chills protected speech. 

OSC’s unilateral and untested social media guidance is not only wholly unauthorized, it Is 
also overbroad under existing law. According to OSC, “the Hatch Act prohibits an employee from 
engaging in political activity on a personal social media account if the employee also uses that 
account for official purposes ” Report at 13. OSC provides no citation to the statute or any 
I'cgiilation for this proposition, which appears to be consistent only with its own social media 
guidance, Office of Special Counsel, “Hatch Act Guidance on Social Media" (“OSC Social Media 

rn-n 1 .iI rtl Q f LJcsF/vl-i 
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prohibitioTi against using her “official authority or influence for the purpose of. . . affecting the 
result of an election” by allegedly using her Twitter account, “@KellyannePolls," for both official 
and political purposes. Report at 13-15. OSC’s rationale appears to be that having one social 
media account in which some posts contain officially related activity and other posts contain 
political activity' per se constitutes using “official authority or influence" to affect an election 
result. 


Examining the facts of Ms. Conway’s personal Twitter account highlights the absurdity of 
OSC’s overbroad and unsupported social media guidance. Ms. Conway created her personal 
Tw'itter account in 2012, many years before she entered government service. Since establishing 
her account, and long before joining the Administration^ she has been a prolific Twitter user, 
posting regularly on public policy and political issues. That Ms. Conway has continued to be a 
prolific Twitter user since joining the Administration, commenting on public policy and political 
issues as she did before, is unremarkable. In fact, she is constitutionally entitled to continue to 
comment In her personal capacity after entering public service. See U.S. Const, amend. 1; 5 U.S.C. 
§ 7323(c). Therefore, even assuming arguendo that some posts on her Tw'ittcr account were for 
“official purposes,” which is not accurate, that alone cannot establish that she somehow' uses her 
official authority w'hen making separate and unrelated personal posts. Such a broad inteipretation 
of the law would impermissibly prohibit Ms. Conway from continuing to make comments in her 
personal capacity through a personal media distribution ehannel she had established long before 
entering public service, 

Moreover, OSC’s interpretation is paificularly problematic here because Ms. Conway does 
noi, in fact, use her Twitter account for any “official purpose.” She does not issue press releases, 


^Available at https;//osc.gov/Rjcsoun!es/HA%20Socia l%20Mcdia%20FiNAL%20r.pdf. 
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press statements, or any other original White House content using her personal Twitter account. 
Neither does she currently use her official title or position. Despite this, OSC’s position appears 
to be that Ms, Conway’s personal Twitter account must he considered an ofiicial communications 
tool because she has used this personal account to post materials related to the Administration’s 
official activities—precisely the type of public policy and political Issu^ on which she commented 
long before she entered the Administration, Ms. Conway does not surrender her First Amendment 
right to commit on these same topics in her personal capacity, using her personal social media 
accoimt, simply because she answered the call to serve in our federal government. Pickering 
V. Bd o/Educ., 391 U.S. 563, 572-73 (1968) (discussing importance of goveiriment ^ployees’ 
ability “to speak out freely on" public policy “without fear of retaliatory dismissal”). This is, 
however, precisely what OSC’s current social media guidance demands. By making such an 
extraordinary determination, OSC has overreached in its interpretation of the Hatch Act. Such a 
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right to engage in political and public policy discussions should not be compromised based solely 
on OSC’s guidance. 

111. Ms. Con wav’s Personal Twitter Account Does Not Violate OSC’s Non-Binding 

Guidance. 


Stiaining to find any “official activity” on Ms. Conway's Twitter account, OSC further 
stretches its “rules” in an attempt to unJawfully police federal employees’ personal social media 
accounts. OSC’s own guidance appears to prohibit using a personal social media account for 
political purposes if it creates even a perception that the account is “being used in ways that suggest 
it is an official social media account.” OSC Social Media Guidance, at 8. The factors OSC 
considers in determining whether an account may be “perceived” as an official account include 
the following: (1) the account contains little to no personal content; (2) the account identifies the 
individual as a federal employe; (3) the account extensively uses photographs of the employee’s 
official activities; (4) the account often references, retweets, likes, comments, or otherwise shares 
material related to official activities; or (5) the account is linked to an agency website or other 
official page.^ Bven assuming the validity of considering these factors as a standard, Ms. 
Conway’s personal Twitter account does not violate OSC’s non-binding guidance. 

First, Ms. Conway’s Twitter account Includes significant personal content, including many 
political posts. For example, from January 2018 until present, Ms. Conway has posted over 450 
posts on her personal account. Over 200 posts are retweets of major media outlets. The subject 
matter of these retweets vaiies -including political matters, conservative issues, and media 
analysis of Administration policies. 'I’hat is entirely consistent with Ms. Conway’s previous use of 
her persona] Twitter account from before she entered government service, fn addition, there are a 
number of posts completely unrelated to political or government matters. For example, Ms. 


* OSC'^s gukluace was reissued in February 2013 during die course of tJie current Administration. It added die 
*‘ruie’' ou ''Misusing Personal Social Media Accounts.'' See !d. OSC's previous guidance on social media accounts 
issued ill 2015, which consisted of‘'Frequently Asked Questions” posted on its website, did not contain this “nile”. 
See Office of Special Counsel, “QiSC Updates Hatch Act Guidance for Social Media,” available af 
htlps;//osc.gov/News/pr] 5-23.pdf. 
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Conway has posts related to sports® and birthday wishes.^ It therefore strains credulity to conclude, 
as OSC has done, that there is “little content that would be considered personal.” Letter from OSC 
to Ms. Conway, Counselor to the President, Rc: OSC File No. HA-19-0631, at 2 (Dec, 20, 2018). 

Second, Ms. Conway’s personal Twitter account docs not identify her by her government 

Alfhmioh Kfir aw'.oiinT ffid 30 in thft nast it wss hles^eH bv nther OSC That 





specifically allowed employees to “include your official title or position and where you work in 
your social media profile” and to engage in political activity on a personal social media account. 
Office of Special Counsel, “Hatch Act Social Media Quick Guide" (Feb. 2018).* * 

Third, Ms. Conway’s account does not extensively use photographs or videos of her official 
activities. A review of the posts made by Ms. Conway in 2018 indicates that less than 10 percent 
include photogi'aphs or videos that may be related to her official duties. Additionally, the majority 
of posts that do include images related to her official duties are retweets of media interviews and 
articles rather than original official Administration content. 

Fourth, Ms. Conway’s account does not often reference, retweet, like, comment, or 
otherwise share materials related to her official activities. Again, although there arc some retweets 
of other Administration officials’ posts, these retweets do not constitute a large percentage of Ms. 
Conway’s overall Tvritter posts. Of the more than 450 posts on @KelIyannePolls from 2018, 
approximately fifty were retweets of other Administration officials* posts. 'This constitutes 
approximately 11% of her posts for the year. And even these tweets concern policy topics that 
Ms. Conway has long believed to be important, including well before she became a federal 
employee. 

In sum, Ms. Conway’s use of her personal Twitter account does not violate any of the 
factors OSC identifies as guideposts in its non-binding guidance documents. 

IV, Ms, Conway’s Media Appearances Do Not Violate The Hatch Act, 

OSC attempts to charactcri?:c Ms. Conway’s media appearances as violating the Hatch Act 
because, OSC alleges, she “repeatedly commented on 2020 presidential candidates during official 
media interviews.” Report at 6. As an initial matter, the Hatch Act’s prohibition on using official 
authority or inllucncc to atfcct the result of an election is not violated by simply commenting on 
an individual who is ninning for office. Such an interpretation goes well beyond a reasonable 
construction of the statute and is at odds with the naitow construction typically given to restrictions 
on First Amendment-protected activities. After all, there are currently U.S. senators and 
representatives, as well as governors, all running for President. Several of these individuals have 
announced affirmative policy proposals that they arc also supporting in their current positions. 
Unsurprisingly, these candidates almost uniformly oppose and criticize the President’s own. policy 
initiatives. That is merely a feature of the way robust political debate operates in our country. It 


^ A review of her Twitter account fiom January 201S reveals at least 10 posts specific to the Philadelphia 

* See, e.^ htLps;/AwiCter.eorn/Kellyai>nePo11a/stalus/]004S62119991566336. 

^ See https!/Awilter.corfi/Kel lyannePol ls?ref_an?=^cwsrc%5Egioogle%7Clweaitip%5 Eseii5%7Ctwgi%5Ha LilliiiT. 

* Available at httpsi//oae.gov/Resouinces/Jkjcial%20Media%20Quick%2iOGiiide%20FINAL%20r.pdf. 
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cannot supply a basis for prohibiting an adviser to the Piesidcnt from commenting on a competing 
policy proposal or the individual who offers it simply because that individual is also running for 
President. 

Prior OSC guidance acknowledges this general principle. “Absent evidence that the 
criticism or praise is [directed at the success or failure of a political party, candidate for partisan 
political office, or partisan political group], criticism or praise of an administration’s policies and 
actions is not considered political activity.” Office of Special Counsel, “Guidance Regarding 
Political Activity" (Nov. 27,20 I S). Therefore, political activity docs not include merely critici 2 ing 
policy proposals offered by aspiring candidates who hope to implement them in a future 
administration. Any other rule would not adequately allow the President’s advisers to defend his 
policy positions, to criticize conflicting policy proposals, and to engage in policy commentary.^ 
This includes comments that may concern matters on which opinion is politically divided or that 
may have collateral partisan consequences. Cf. Paymertl of Espertses Associated with Travel by 
the President and Vice President, 6 Op. O.L.C. 214,217 (19S2) (discussing mixed official/piivatc 
nature of Pi’csidcntial campaign trips). 

Even applying OSC’s overbroad interpretation of the Hatch Act, the Report’s criticism fails 
on its own terms. OSC places significant weight on the fact that Ms. Conway discussed 
Democratic candidates by name in rosponsc to questions. Report at 6. But in most of the eases 
cited in the Report, Ms. Conway was prompted by news anchom to comment on Democratic 
politicians.^* And in every ease, Ms. Conway actively pivoted the conversation back to the 
discussion of policy ideas ranging from combating the opioid crisis, to securing the boiricr, to 
defeating ISIS. Even where Ms. Conway did comment on Democratic politicians, she spoke about 
Democrats in general terms as having no substantive policy proposals. For example, in her April 
22 interview, Ms. Conway stated that it was irrelevant how many candidates entered the 
Democratic primary race, because they all had poor policy proposals; “I would just remind 
everyone simple math, whether it’s one, whether it’s 19, whether it’s 50, anything times zero 
equals zero, simple multiplication, so 50 Democrats can run, 19 arc now running, but il' your 
message Is zero, it‘s a big zero.”* * And whci'c she criticized anyone specifically by name, she did 
so by criticizing the poor policy proposals—or absence of policy proposals—associated with them. 
Again, in her April 24 interview, Ms. Conway again focused on policy proposals: “Bcrnic Sanders 
has a lot in common with Donald Trump, which is he doesn’t rcally care about what his party 


^ In a relaied coulcxl, OSC has acknowledged ihat discussioD of public policy maUets is not political activity. See 
Otfice of Special Cojosel, Fedeiai FAQs, available al http s://^osc.gov/Pagesyi{atclLAct-FAQs.aspxf The Hatch Act 
does not prohibit eiopJoyees at ary time, including when th^ aie at work or on duty, h:oni expressing their personal 
opinions about events, issues, or matters id (“[E]mplciyees may express their opinions about current events and 
matters of public interest at work so Jong as their actions are not considered pelitical activity. For example, 
employees are free to express their views and take action as individuat citizens on such questions as referendum 
matters, changes in municipal ordinances, constitutional amendments, pending legislation or other matters of public 
interest, like issues involving highways, scliools, housing, and taxes 

Even where reporters did not ask Ms. Conway to comment on spec!tic Democratic politicians by name, they 
repeatedly did so by referencing topics that could only be reasonably interpieted as requests lor commeDts on 
specific polittciaas. 

' ‘ Anna Hopkins, Ke/tyemne C/ynway: Trump Can't be /mpeaebed by an Imtesfigafian Democrats Sfai’led, Fox News 
(Apr. 22,2tl9), available at httpst//www.roxnews.coiTiypolitics/kelIyanne-conway-tnimp-impeachmeni-deinocrats. 
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thinks about his candidacy at this point in the primaries.... The only difTerence between Bernie 
Sanders and Donald Trmnp is Bernie Sanders’ ideas are terrible for America.” 

But OSC did not contact Ms. Conway for comment on these or any other statements 
referenced in the Report. If it had, it would have seen that these interviews, taken as a whole, 
focused predominately on policy conversations and included marginal references to specific 
Democratic politicians' -often at the very end of these interviews. 

A case in point is OSC’s blanket refusal to inquire into the context of Ms. Conway’s alleged 
retort to a reporter, “Let me know when the jail sentence starts,” which served as the transparent 
impetus for the hasty release of OSC’s Report. Report at 1. In fact, this statement occurred at the 
end of a lengthy substantive exchange between Ms. Conway and a reporter regarding the 
mechanics of the Hatch Act.^^ In a series of questions, Ms. Conway asked the reporter if he could 
“tell me what the Hatch Act is and how one violates it? You can look down at your notes.’* During 
this line of questioning, Ms. Conway explained how prior criticism of her media appearances failed 
to assess her statements in context. After liirther questions, Ms. Conway complained that the 
reporter’s questions were a failed attempt to chill her protected speech, saying, “If you arc trying 
to silence me for the Hatch Act, it is not going to work.” It was in this context that she asked the 
teponer to identify “when the jail sentence starts,” in an effort to highlight her view of the 
reporter’s lack of knowledge about the Act, But she emphatically did not “scoff^J at her 
responsibilities under the Hatch Act and ridiculc[] its enforcement.” Report at 1. 

V. OSC Has Politicized Its Role Bv FaJtina To Apply Its Standards In An 
Even handed Man iter Across Ad minis fra tians. 


Vague standards invite abuse. The opaque manner in which OSC has drafted and applied 
its standards on political activity has led to the inevitable abuse of discretion. Unfortunately, 
OSC’s overreaching in its efforts to target Ms. Conway, combined with its history of refusing to 
apply its policies cvenhandediy to the prior Democratic administration, create the impression that 
OSC is attempting to tilt the political playing field and to inject itself into partisan politics. 

For example, during the Obama Administjation, Press Secretary' Josh Earnest made a 
lengthy and vitriolic statement attacking then-candidate frump during the Presidential campaign 
while speaking to reporters in bis offtcial capacity from the podium of the White House briclmg 
room. When asked why OSC did not file a complaint or author a report on this incident, the Office 
merely stated that the public had not complained about his egregious behavior. But the whole 
point of vesting an independent agency with the authority to investigate and report on violations 
of the Hatch Act is to eliminate the bias that beats down on politically targeted individuals and to 
ensure that the law is applied cvenhandediy. The disparate treatment of Mr, Earnest and Ms. 
Conway violates traditional notions of fairness. 


Tali a Kaplan, KeUyanne Conway to Democfats: 'Are you going to tatkfot' the reet of 2019 into 2020 abavt 
impeachment or in/rastructure? % Fox News Channel (Apr. 24, 2019), available at 






https Jfvfww. (□xiicws.ooin/politics/kclJyaiiac-ooiiway-to-dcmocrats-aric-you-gioiiig-to-talk-for-the-rest-of-2C 1 Si-into- 
2020-about-tinpeaclimettt-or-iTiA'a£trui;liir«. 

** See Kelfyane Conwt^ Remarks io Reports, C-Span (May 29, 2019}, available at hctps;//www.c- 
spaa .org/vi4co/?461193 -1 /kei lyannc-coaway-dc fends-presideal-tnimps-cnticisni'jcie'bidca. 
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VI. Ref i uestii For Responses And Additional In forma lion. 

Again, in light of the many significant issues discussed in this initial response, I reiterate 
our request that OSC withdraw and retract its Report. If the OSC chooses not to do so, the White 
House will need additional infomiation to consider fully and fairly each of the allegations and 
OSC’s conclusions. Accordingly, we ask that you provide the following Information by June 21, 
2019. 

1. OSC’s entire investigation files relating to the Report; 

2. All internal correspondence relating to the Report and any underlying investigation; 

3. All external correspondence relating to the Report and any underlying investigation; 

4. Internal policies and procedures relating to the Report and any underlying 
investigation, including policies and procedures on initiating an investigation 
generally, on investigating White House employees specifically, and on issuing social 
media guidance related to the Hatch Act; and 

5. Copies of all OSC and other documents relied upon in drafting the Report. 

* * * 

We reiterate that the White House takes seriously the principles codified in the Hatch Act, 
which respects and protects the First Amendment rights of federal employees. 5 U.S.C. § 7323(a). 
We ask OSC to do the same. Just recently In Maich, all White House Office employees were 
trained on Hatch Act compliance as part of the Office’s mandatory annual ethics training. In May, 
we distributed updated written guidance on employee political activities to all While House Office 
employees. We are also offering ongoing specialized training on Hatch Act obligations. 

At the same time, the White House is also committed to ensuring that OSC exercises its 
significant authority in an appropriate and neutral manner and without infringing on the 
fundamental First Amendment rights of all federal government employees. OSC’s apparent timing 
and motivation behind issuing the Report as well as the substance of the Report’s analysis and 
recommendation raise serious questions about OSC’s commitment to the principles codified In the 
Hatch Act. We look forward to reviewing the responses and documents requested above and to 



cc: Ana Galindo-Marrone, Chief, Hatch Act Unit 

Susan K. Ullman, General Counsel 
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